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Thank you for inviting me to explain as a practitioner an ongoing process of creating a political object called "the 
massif range policy" at the European level, in the European Union context, to be precise.  
I will start with a short summary of what is the European challenge with regard to territorial cohesion because 
maybe you are not really informed of the European Union’s particular context. The EU now has 27 member states 
and almost 271 regions (regions as regional authority). Since the end of the 1990s it has also experienced a 
legitimacy crisis, reflected by the three failed referendums on the question of the constitutional treaty.  
The adoption of the Lisbon Treaty has somehow clarified the situation and confirmed the idea that Europe is 
made of diversity. In this respect the EU has been pursuing an important policy called the "cohesion policy" which 
benefits from 35 percent of the total budget. This policy is more or less dedicated to the less developed regions of 
Europe for 80 percent, but also competitiveness and employment and a small part to territorial cooperation.  
The Lisbon Treaty has confirmed that cohesion is a major objective underlying EU public policies. As such its 
range of application has expanded from economic and social cohesion to territorial cohesion, even if there is still no 
consensus on what territorial cohesion is.  
During the last thirty years, cohesion policy has been dedicated to compensating of difficulties, economic 
difficulties of course, but also social and sometimes demographic difficulties, and more recently natural handicaps. 
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Recently, this policy has turned from compensation to the valorization of territorial assets. A similar evolution 
recently took place in Switzerland, where the objective of regional policy moved from the reduction of inter-
regional disparities to the promotion of endogenous potential.  
However one question remains open: at what scale should we act for reaching the objectives of territorial 
governance. This question has been debated for decades, particularly with reference to the principle of subsidiarity 
and more recently the concept of multilevel governance. This question has not been answered. This is probably why 
I was asked to come and speak to you today, since EU cohesion policy provides a very concrete example for your 
two days’ work.  
Is there room for mountains in this debate? Europe is definitely a mountainous territory. In fact we could also say 
it’s a continental challenge. However, up to now, European policies have been more attentive to coastal areas, 
European cities, and European metropolitan areas, than to mountain regions. Even though 21 out of the 27 member 
states are concerned with mountain regions, the topic has remained little addressed. As a matter of fact, there is such 
a diversity in European mountain regions that it’s really difficult for the EU to understand how to act more or less 
similarly in the Alps, the Mediterranean, the Nordic area, the Carpathians, the Balkans, the Apennines, or the 
Pyrenees – and if it is possible to act in the same spirit. Even if it were agreed that the variety of mountain regions 
should be put on the European policy agenda, one question remains: at what scale should policies be conceived and 
implemented? 
AEM, our organization proposes the following answer. For the local and regional authorities we represent, the 
question of territorial issues requires taking into account the link between environment, population, and human 
activities. It also requires the identification of a scale of action - mountain ranges - that can fit EU objectives and 
modes of action, and guarantee a greater degree of efficiency. The challenge is how to go over permanent handicaps 
– slope, altitude, for example – to valorize assets. Our association made some proposals to the European institutions, 
and we are trying to come from a local analysis, a local problem of permanent handicap to a kind of a policy-making 
concept that makes sense at the European level. 
One of the major challenges regarding the future of EU policy is to answer the need for specific territorial 
attention helping to increase the coherence of the various sectoral actions. That’s clear for local authorities, it’s also 
clear for member states, and it’s becoming really important for European institutions because there is a lack of 
budget – with less you should do almost the same thing, which is not so easy. 
Then territorial diversity could become an asset. That’s really something new. It was difficult to manage but now 
the EU Institutions are trying, we are trying, because it’s in fact a collective multilevel action, to imagine how the 
diversity of Europe could also be something interesting for the global European continent, that we have to manage it 
with some specific attentions, we have to preserve its diversity, and that could perhaps also be an important element 
for overcoming the economic crisis. 
There is a clear need for adaptation of EU global objectives at a multiregional scale. Some examples from the 
Alps have already been developed, so I will not go over these. We need to have a political action at this 
multiregional level, that could be called the massif or the range,   we need that geographic concept to be used as an 
efficient tool for multilevel governance and policy making– and I would like to thank particularly Gilles Rudaz and 
Bernard Debarbieux for the work they have been doing for many years on some analysis of mountain policies and 
“mountain” concept in public policies. The Massif could be crossborder, it could be supranational, transnational or 
subnational, but in any case it involes at least several subnational entities. 
A complementary argument we use within our discussions with the European institutions focus on the 
complementary challenge of the local level: AEM is submitting a more operational level of action which could be 
assumed at the level of a valley, which is more relevant than the level of municipalities, somehow akin to the 
German word or notion of Heimat. It’s certainly the place to act if we consider that the valley level is the good level 
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for a place based policy in mountain regions. Mountain local communities, first steep of mountain local democracy 
could be analyzed at this scale. 
How to reach coherence by respecting diversity? In fact there are many examples of public policies for mountain 
regions, more or less integrated, more or less regional or national, in several European countries. And all these 
experiences, particularly in France with the massif policy or in Italy with the mountain communities, help us 
understand what could be the main elements of European specific attention to mountain regions. We are also feeding 
the policy making process with some experiences of territorial cooperation, in particular thanks to the Interreg 
programs. AEM has analyzed this element of territorial cooperation as a first experimentation for a mountain policy 
or strategy at European level. Mountain issues are definitively an issue of multilevel governance, and in 50% of the 
cases, mountain issues are also a border issue.  
Considering subsidiarity as a crucial issue of European policies, an additional question would be to ask if we 
need policies and action for mountain regions at the European level. The answer of AEM is clear: there is a real 
added value for European institutions to work at the scale of mountain ranges. Because mountain regions do not 
only need a rural policy for agriculture and because it is, at least, also important to maintain a link of solidarity 
between urban areas and rural areas, we need to create more synergy between mountain areas, valleys, and the 
piedmont area. The range geographic concept is the one that fits to this political analysis. Then, policy makers have 
to imagine a step forward of multiregional or macroregional governance in this multilevel context, and that makes 
sense at European level where the institutions are also trying to organize some macroregional strategies as for the 
Baltic Sea, the Danube Basin. So why not experiment with something for mountain areas? For the Alps, for 
example? 
European Institutions have to avoid acting negatively without considering specificities and diversity. The time of 
"one size fits all" should end. What are the main innovations that mountains could bring to European policy? 
Mountain representatives are not only asking for support; we are trying to propose something new. We need at the 
European level a more integrated or transversal policy; we know that sectoral policies are somehow coming to an 
end, in particular because of budget restrictions. Europe needs more multisectoral and integrated actions and need 
more coherence between various policies that sometimes are so close in their impact that we don’t know why they 
are done and with whom they are acting. We need a territorial dimension that could give more efficiency and sense 
by bringing a closer dimension toward Europeans’ daily lives. Because, of course, if Europe puts a little geography, 
a little culture, a little environment into its debate, it could become more concrete and then it could help  the citizens 
to understand better what are these institutional debates.  
The evolution of the last thirty years has been definitely interesting. European policy makers used to think about 
mountain issues in terms of local interventions and sectoral policies as in the Common Agricultural Policy. And now 
we are developing subnational and multiregional range programs (we have some good examples in the French Alps 
and the Massif Central), or promoting macroregional strategies for the Alps in relations with the Alpine Convention.  
Certainly mountain issues remain a local challenge but local is also a question of scale analysis and point-of-
view. As an example, if we consider that being in Geneva, people may say the mountains are 500 meters or 4000 
meters higher: the Salèves or the Mont-Blanc – but certainly mountains are not here, they are in an upper place. If 
we consider a point-of-view from Brussels (where there are the European institutions), Geneva is already in the 
mountains. Certainly Lyons, Munich, or Milan are also already in mountain areas. It’s all a question of point of 
view, of course. Therefore regarding the question of pertinent scale of action, a range approach makes sense for 
European mountain challenges. Mountain identity, in fact mountain identities because there are not one, are a strong 
factor of integration. We are not far from the Mont Blanc, which is an important place for me. It definitely makes 
sense when people from the adjacent valleys of the Mont-Blanc speak of the Mont Blanc as their region and not to 
say that they are Italian, or French, or Swiss; maybe they are sometimes from the Valle d’Aosta, from the Valais, or 
from Haute Savoie, but in fact they consider themselves as from the Mont Blanc.  
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So that’s interesting also for the European civil administrators because the Mont Blanc is a symbol of Europe, 
isn’t it? Of course, by definition I would say as it is the highest summit of the EU; but also because of its 
crossborder dimension. Mountain ranges are still dividing the internal market and that’s a big problem for the 
European Union because markets are a big issue. Remember that the EU was firstly build as a free trade area aiming 
to achieve its internal market. Europeans, regarding the historical way Europe has been integrated, are not only 
citizens but also consumers. Consumers need to have freed, more organized markets and these geographical barriers 
are still barriers for a maximized market place. So, that’s why, EU Institutions have to take care of that the existence 
of mountain ranges. And the Alps are especially important for this, because they are not only a central barrier; they 
are also crossroads, trade crossroads. A part of free trade area, nowadays, everybody in the European Union is also 
interested in green growth, not only to do as President Obama and several center-left politicians as Mr. Zapatero but 
also Mr. Barroso, president of the European commission is interested in green growth. So where is green growth 
winning? Certainly in mountain areas because of renewable energies, the quality of products, and maybe … the 
smart intelligence of people living there [laughing]. However, for mountain regions, green growth is a clear 
opportunity. 
To conclude, by the way, three years ago, the German Presidency of the EU focused on the problem of the 
territorial impact of various EU policies, particularly some sectoral policies like environment, and transport. It also 
raised the question of the coordination and the assessment of cohesion policy at the large level, and of Interreg 
projects or research projects. We, the European Union, the member states, need coherence, a shared strategy and 
that’s also a definition of an integrative approach. That was the first step of a new hope for mountain territories. 
I finish with some questions addressed to you and would be interested in your scientific analysis of them. There 
is still in our mountain regions an important debate about what should be promoted between consultative power and 
autonomy. I was interested by the previous presentation regarding this question because definitely this is what 
elected representatives or NGOs from mountain areas can shape: are they consultative power or should they ask for 
more autonomy? It’s the same question for public finance. Are we looking for fiscal federalism or for solidarity? 
That’s interesting if we consider eco-innovation or ecosystem services. At what scale are we asking for answers? Is 
it just the mountain or foothill scale or are we integrated in larger metropolitan areas? How could we do that? Could 
we ask for a shared strategy, for a partnership as a gage of a higher level of mobilization and better efficiency of 
public policy? What is the appropriate scale for action? 
